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challenger who ran in the last race if
they would have accepted this kind of
a deal. They could spend as much
money as the incumbent in the cam-
paign. I will bet you, you would find
very few who would turn that offer
down, if they could keep the incumbent
down, keep them at the same level.
That is why I say I think the reason
flies in the face of the facts.

Mr. MCcCCONNELL. The challenger
might accept it, but it would be good
for second place. The point is, if in a
typical race, if you are a challenger,
your biggest problem, unless you are
very wealthy, or a celebrity, or war
hero, is that nobody knows who you
are. The Senator set the spending lim-
its at such a level that almost no in-
cumbent would ever lose.

Mr. HARKIN. Let’s take this analogy
of the football field. You are right.
Both of us have been on the same side.
I have been a challenger running
against a sitting Senator, and so have
you. And we have run as incumbents.
We have seen both sides of this. Now, I
suppose all things being equal, I would
rather be an incumbent, obviously. But
there are certain advantages to not
being an incumbent. As I remember,
when I ran, I had an open field. I am on
the 5-yard line, the incumbent Senator
is on the 30-yard line. But guess what.
I am out there every day. I am in that
State every day getting my message
out from town to town, community to
community, newspaper to newspaper,
radio show to radio show. The person
sitting here has to be in the Senate all
year long. So I had a great advantage.
The challenger has a great advantage.
That field is open. The Senator start-
ing on the 30-yard line goes from one
side, to the other side, to the other side
before he gets down to the end of the
field. That challenger is open.

So I have to tell you that even
though the incumbent has some advan-
tages of being an incumbent in the
newspapers and elsewhere, a challenger
has advantages from being out there
all the time. You know that as well as
I do. We have done that in the past.

Mr. MCCONNELL. It may be an ad-
vantage to be out there all the time,
but if you don’t have the money to be
on TV, and the Government tells you
how much you can advertise, it is not
much of an advantage up against the
incumbent who is getting all this free
coverage—the advantage that any in-
cumbent will have no matter how you
structure the deal.

Mr. HARKIN. You are getting that
anyway.

Mr. McCONNELL. It is a great asset.

Mr. HARKIN. Not only are you get-
ting all of this free press and stuff from
being a Senator, you are getting the
money, too.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Right.

Mr. HARKIN. There is nothing I can
do about you getting publicity. That
comes with the territory of being a
Senator. I am saying you should not
have it both ways; you should not have
the money and all of the protections
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that incumbents have. You can’t do
anything about all the stuff—the stuff
a Senator gets. We can set voluntary
limits.

I say to my friend from Kentucky I
know how strongly he feels about pub-
lic financing. Perhaps my friend was
right the other day when he said polls
show that people don’t want their tax
dollars used for public spending for
people such as Lyndon LaRouche. My
friend is probably right there. That is
why I think there is another hammer—
and you are right, this is a hammer—
because there is no public financing in
my amendment unless and until some-
one exceeds the limits. It is that person
who triggers, then, the financing that
comes from a voluntary checkoff.

Now, my friend says, well, there
probably won’t be enough money there
because the people are not checking off
as much money as they used to. Is that
right? I think the Senator said that is
what is happening. Well, the fact is, I
have talked to a lot of people about the
checkoff. Do you know why they don’t
want to give money to the checkoff?
We just spend it.

We buy more TV ads, we hire more ad
agencies, and the price keeps going up
and up. They say: Why should I check
off money to give to a candidate and
all T do is see more of these soap ads,
selling them like soap to me?

Under my amendment, a person
checking off the money is putting
money into a reserve fund to prevent
that from happening. There is another
hammer there because the person who
exceeds the limits is the one who trig-
gers the public financing.

If my friend is right, that people do
not like public financing, that is an-
other reason why someone would not
exceed the limits. That is another rea-
son why I think people would be more
prone to check off the money because
the money would basically be used to
prevent this unregulated, unlimited
spending on ads.

I say to my friend from Kentucky, I
do not know if he listened to my argu-
ment on that, but this will get people
to check off more money because then
it would be used not to just add to the
coffers of spending and buying more TV
ads, but it would be put into a reserve
fund as a hammer to keep us from
spending more and more money.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Iowa, he is counting on people
who do not contribute to candidates
they know to contribute to candidates
they do not know, to contribute their
money to a nameless candidate and
cause with which they might not agree.

The Senator from Iowa is correct;
under his amendment there would be
no taxpayer funding provided you com-
plied with the Government speech
limit. The problem is, if you do not,
your complying opponent gets tax dol-
lars from the Government to counter
your excessive speech. That is the con-
stitutional problem with the proposal
of the Senator from Iowa.

I do not think that makes the spend-
ing limit voluntary if, when you en-
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croach above the Government-pre-
scribed speech limit, the Government
subsidizes your opponent. That is more
than a hammer, that is a sledge-
hammer.

Also, it is worthy to note that all of
the challengers who won last year, as
far as I can tell—and the Senator from
Iowa can correct me if I am wrong—I
believe all the challengers who won
last year spent more than the spending
limits in his amendment, further prov-
ing my point that a challenger needs
the freedom to reach the audience. To
the extent we are drawing the rules,
crafting this in such a way that we
make it very difficult for the chal-
lenger to compete, we are going to win
even more of the time. Of course, in-
cumbents do win most of the time, but
we would win more of the time if we
had a very low ceiling.

In any event, my view is this is clear-
ly unconstitutional. It is taxpayer
funding of elections, more unpopular
than a congressional pay raise, widely
voted against every April 15 by the tax-
payers of this country.

We have had this vote in a slightly
different way on two earlier occasions.
The Wellstone amendment got 36 votes;
the Kerry amendment got 30. I hope
the amendment of the Senator from
Iowa will be roundly defeated.

I do applaud him, however, for recog-
nizing the importance of nonsever-
ability clauses in campaign finance de-
bates.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have 10 unanimous consent requests for
committees to meet during today’s ses-
sion of the Senate. They have all have
been approved by the majority and mi-
nority leaders. I ask that these re-
quests be agreed to en bloc and printed
in the RECORD.

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I ask my friend and colleague if
he will withhold that request for a few
minutes. I will share with him a mes-
sage I am getting. I will let him know
about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DODD. At this juncture, at this
particular moment.

——————

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 155

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I saw my
colleague from Minnesota, but I guess
he is not now on the floor. We have a
couple minutes. My colleague from
Kentucky and I talked about this the
other day. He makes a very good point
about the declining participation in
the checkoff system. In fact, the dollar
amounts have been raised. If my friend
from Kentucky is correct, originally it
was $1 for the checkoff. You are not
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